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 Sensory scientists speak in terms of preferred product, significant higher liking, 
intention to eat, discrimination and describing products,… 
 
Industry speaks in terms of success rate, added value, investment versus profit, putting 
real numbers on the graphs,… 
 
           
  
  
Inspiration 
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4th European Conference on Sensory and Consumer Research:  
 A Sense of Quality 
Keynote: Sensory scientists in the food industry: Nice to have or must have? 
Kepa Barcenas, R&D Director - Confections & Mints at Wrigley 
 
Added Value 
Money 
 
Saving or profit 
Preferred 
product 
 
Speed to 
market 
Time 
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sensory stimuli in conjoint 
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Extrinsic and intrinsic (Enneking et al., 2007)  
 
Flowchart to find important attributes  
     (Lee et al., 2007) 
 
Stimuli presentation: 
• Verbal description 
• Pictorial 
• Real product / Prototype 
• Tasting??? 
 
“While a verbal representation may be satisfactory for price 
information, intrinsic product characteristics of food products, 
including appearance, taste and texture, are probably less 
adequately represented.”  
Jaeger et al. (2001)  
  
  
Previous studies 
Intrinsic attributes in conjoint analysis 
Two – step method: blind tasting and conjoint analysis (Di Monaco et al., 2007; 
Vickers et al. 1993) 
Simultaneous intrinsic and extrinsic attributes with CBC (Enneking et al., 2007) 
Tasting as a stimuli  orthogonal fractional factorial design (Haddad et al., 2007) 
 
 LIMITATIONS 
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Experiment 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
 
1. Qualitative research 
Focus groups  (n = 15) 
Medium to high frequency chocolate consumers 
Interview guide (Di Monaco et al., 2007) 
 
  Sweetness 
  Brand 
  Package size 
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Experiment 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
 
2. Quantitative research 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Group 1 (G1): Textual description of the taste and no ACQ prior to the conjoint task 
• Group 2 (G2): Textual description of the taste and ACQ prior to the conjoint task 
• Group 3 (G3): Tasting of the samples and no ACQ prior to the conjoint task 
• Group 4 (G4): Tasting of the samples and ACQ prior to the conjoint task 
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Experiment 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
 
2. Quantitative research 
Conjoint experiment: 
Brand: Premium brand and private label 
Package size: One bar or tablet 
Taste: Sugar and sugar replacer 
 
Adaptive conjoint analysis: 
Different tasks  less fatiguing 
Calibration step  data cleaning 
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Limitations 
 
 Low amount of samples 
 
 Selection of most important 
attributes 
 
 Experimental design + cost 
 
 Fatiguing or boring 
  
  
Experiment 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
Results 
 
Effect on response rate or useful data? 
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  Completed Useful Deleted % Deleted 
Group 1 555 403 152 27,39 
Group 2 522 377 145 27,78 
Group 3 548 427 121 22,08 
Group 4 471 363 108 22,93 
  
  
Experiment 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
 
Results 
Importance ratings 
 
Due to tasting 
Importance tasting  ↗↗ 
Importance brand ↘↘ 
Importance package size ≈ 
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Experiment 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Tasting affects the utilities 
 
Sugar is preferred over sugar replacer 
Premium brand over private label  
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  Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 
Taste Sugar 11,52a 14,26 a 47,28 b 49,57 b 
  Sugar replacer -11,52 a -14,26 a -47,28 b -49,57 b 
Brand Premium brand 46,70 a 47,99 a 20,37 b 24,38 b 
  Private label  -46,70 a -47,99 a -20,37 b -24,38 b 
Package size One bar -2,14 a 0,43 a -1,07 a 0,95 a 
  Tablet 2,14 a -0,43 a 1,07 a -0,95 a 
  
  
Experiment 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
Cluster analysis 
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    Group 1 
  Cluster 1 (133) Cluster 2 (168) Cluster 3 (102) 
Taste Sugar 77,09a 8,27 b -68,62 c 
  Sugar replacer -77,09 a -8,27 b 68,62 c 
  Importance 51.39% a 17.88% b 46.48% a 
Brand Premium brand 28,32 a 91,02 b -2,34 c 
  Private label  -28,32 a -91,02 b 2,34 c 
  Importance 26.17% a 60.68% b 24.98% a 
Package size One bar 2,35 a -1,21 a -9,50 a 
  Tablet -2,35 a 1,21 a 9,50 a 
  Importance 22.43% a 21.44% a 28.53% b 
  
  
Experiment 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
Cluster analysis 
Cluster 1 
Taste is main driver  
        for preference 
Sugar over sugar replacer 
Premium brand 
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Cluster 2 
Brand is main driver  
        for preference 
Sugar over sugar replacer 
Premium brand 
 !!! Three clusters are present in the four groups 
 
Tasting increases the importance rating of taste 
attribute 
Tasting does not change the cluster descriptors 
Number of people in clusters changes!  
Cluster 3 
Taste is main driver for preference,  
      but package size more important  
      than brand 
Sugar replacer 
Private label 
  
  
Conclusions 
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Conclusions 
Influence of using tasting as a stimulus in conjoint analysis? 
 
Including tasting does not make the conjoint task more challenging 
 
Tasting increases the importance rating of the intrinsic attributes 
 
Brand can be as important or even more important than taste 
  Product specific BUT ALSO individual specific 
 
Clustering of the respondents can provide specific insights 
  Valuable for product development and marketing 
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Thank you for your attention! 
 
Sara De Pelsmaeker, PhD-student  
 
Ghent University, Belgium 
WORKSHOP: «Consumer-led product development. The interaction between intrinsic and extrinsic food attributes.» 
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